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WHAT HAPPENED IN 1355 IN SWIDNICA DUCHY?
(IN RESPECT OF THE OWNERSHIP AND FUNCTION OF CASTLES")

An interesting mention about the chain of
events which are said to have happened in 1355
can be found in a recently discovered and pub-
lished medieval annal of Swidnica®. The quest
for the unknown source of the annalist’s informa-
tion resulted in rediscovering a note containing
very similar information in a fourteenth-century
codex coming from the town hall of Swidnica®,
The note had been used by mineteenth-century
historiography and then forgotten. Using paléo-
graphie arguments, one can assume that both the
mentions are contemporaneous. This is Why they
can be considered egually valuable and their con-
tents can be collated:

the mention found the separate note

in the annal
Aoy [omini Mmoo domirii M”C
M [CTTI] LY"® duax CCL\Vthdmx BBdko
Bulla optinuitt astmam Suwd[micemsiis]

Setfearozetdes; cuiug ppessssor obtiituitt (zagtmem
eralr domings Ahbhentus Scitsoztder cuii ddoniimas

Crenawiecz, Albertus] de CTeenwicz
PUssEessD/” efustiéen cas tri
PreSerRUELI .

Armm eodke idem dux A eodérm idem: ddemimus

Bollta) sulfiiigguitit sibi Bolka sufiigauitit ssibi

Castrum F¥iisstinherg Castrum: FEivstiniferg]

ammovrado/o ddentimum
Kelletbomwnn de Cyrmem eins
|possessetaras.

Item: eodérm e ut ssypra
Sultniiditis sidii ommia: ceastra

ammaoneetol/o (domiam
Keleltmewm de (Ciinaw.,

[temn eodbrm ammw odhsadit
ommiae castireu in forre

" The present paper contains only the basic theses of a
forthcoming broader work with the same title.
:W.Mrozowicz, Amaiatigo rerum noutéioiliom.
Sredhiawidezyry roczmikk Swiidhickk:, *Roczniikii Hiistoryczne™”,
R. LXV (1999), pp. 99-100, no. 13. ]
State Archives in Wroclaw, Acts of the Town of Swid-
nica, 737, p. L

Shueicdinzensisi ssibi
residtrenciay, videilicett
Curatswalte/e, SSwowezin

tevve Suwd[micemsis] ssibi
resi{stenciag)], viddlicet
Cunnedifiwaldéde,

Walde, CEedidnerg. Swanciiwaldé/e, Ceeyskiperg.
Tremm extway tterain Tremu eximau tevram
Frawdifibéeg g Krewdinbierg].

Castrum obsediir et

obtinuitt etc.

This is the only source material referring to
the events in question, but from the point of view
of a castle researcher, its informative value can-
not be overestimated. What is more, no other
equally useful material can be found in the annals
of Silesia. Both the notes refer to the events, which
took piace in the year 1355. Bolko 11, Duke of
Silesia, took some steps regarding six castles and
his actions were described using a number of dif-
ferent terms. Firstly, the duke obtinuit:— “obtained™
Schatzlar Castle, which was presentavitz - “‘given
away" to him by its owner, Albert of (Geanewich.
The author of the second note, who later on
changed his mind about this incident, claimed
that the duke expumgawis — “seized™ the castle.
This conclusion might have resulted from his ab-
sent-mindedness. He could have mechanically
associated the account with the events described
below. Secondly, Bolko subiagawis sibi — “subju-
gated” Fiirstenberg Castle ammamvanddo — by “re-
moving™ or dismissing its owner, Kekelo of
Czirnawe. Thirdly, he obsedilr — “lay siege to™ (or
seized) all the castles in Swidnica district which
resisted his onslaught (sibi resistencia)): Konrads-
walde Castle, Schwarzwalde Castle and the Cas-
tle of Zeisberg. The author of the second note
does not describe the duke’s methods (the sieges),
but focuses on the outcome of his actions saying
that Bolko subdiditz ~ “took™ or “conquered” the
above castles. Fourthly, outside Swidnica district,
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the duke managed to obsediis et obtimuitr — lay
siege to and seize (that is to say, sulbbdiifif)) Freu-
denberg Castle. The first mention ends with “etc”,
which means that Bolko took some other steps as
well. We do not know, however, whether his fur-
ther actions were directed at Freudenberg Castle
or at other fortresses.

Schatzlar Castle and the town of Schatzlar,
whose name entered the Czech language and start-
ed to be spelled as Zaclét, are situated in North-
Eastern Bohemia, near the border, between Trut-
nov and Polish Lubawka. Flrstenberg is either
present-day Ksiaz (Flirsteinstein) or possibly near-
by Stary Ksigz. Both the castles lie between Sw-
iebodzice and Szczawienko. Konradswalde is the
castle at Konraddw, in the vielnity of the village
of Grzedy, Czarny B6r commune. Schwartzwal-
de is the castle situated near the village ef Czarny
Bor, and Zeisberg or Zeiskberg is Cisy Castle
fnear Ciséw, a little hamlet in the vieinity ef the
village of Cieszow, Stare Begaczewice sommune.
Finally, Freudenberg, alias Freudenburg is Ra-
desne Castle standing in the vielnity of the vil-
lage of Seketewske, near Miereszow. All the
abeve eastles are situated in present-day Poland
and net far from eaeh eiher. The twe éextreme
struetures lie at a distanee af 21 km frem eaeh
other if 4 straight line. They were erected oA {he
Plateau and iR the Walbrzyeh and Kamienne
Mauntains, §uffeuﬁamgh¥ﬁe elty 8F Watbrzyeh oa
three sides, Nerih, Seuth and West. €266R Zaclef
Is situated g the Southwest of the region and
remains sutside fhis system: Hewever, the eastle
stands Between 18 and 33 km away Hom he 8th-
eF eastles and his 15 why the duke's “geographi:
eal reasens™ for a{faslsmg it eauld Rave Bee Hhe
same a8 IR the £ase oF e oihar f9FFesses: Hi-
deubtedly, the ahave:-mentioned caRceRtiatan §
defensive strHetHres §Hg%s§@ the ex|stence gk sueh
arouments: 1f shauld gnly Be ABted fhat ths &L
8Ky 1R guestion could Agt compare 13 e vask:
ness of Buke Balks 115 49main:

The publisher of the annal offered the sim-
plest solution to this problem quoted above. He
suggested that the events described in the annul
were linked with the attempts to establish a bor-
der between Bohemia and the lands belonging te
Bolke 11. The assurmption that the seizure of Zacléf
and Radosno castles, dated at 11359, was eonnest:
ed with delineating the frentier seems 16 be well
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established in contemporary Silesian historiogra-
phy. Of course there is no reason to refute this
hypothesis without consideration. Howevet, hav-
ing at one’s disposal the two notes, particularly
the first one, one cannot ignore the fact that
Bolko's forces laid siege to Radosno, lying on the
borderland, as well as to at least three other cas-
tles situated in the vicinity but within Bolke’s
territory and some distance from the border. The
pre-supposed settlement of the frontier would have
involved the use of force and the campaign would
have been simultaneous with the pacification of
the duke’s own lands: regaining the fortresses
situated between the border and the central part
of the duchy. Ancient Silesian researchers offered
different interpretations of the second mention.
Gustav Adolf Stenzel discovered the note before
the year 1832 and made a copy of it for local
historians. August Zemplin, the chronicler of
Ksigz, was one of them. According to him, Bolke
Il tried to suppress local gentry-robbets living at
their own or the duke’s castles. What is more
Zemplin was of the opinion that these events could
be linked with the information that in 1347, Swid-
nica and the other towns of Swidnica district were
given the right to collect special taxes to cover
the costs of catching incendiaries®. Stenzel him-
self supported this assumption®.

Kerber, a librerian at Ksigz, did not agree
with Zemplin“s opinion. He thought that Bolko's
predecessor, his father Bernard, failed to main-
tain his authority over the knights, who were be-
coming more and more powerful, He could not
prevent burgraves, interested in their own busi-
ness and not their sovereign”s affairs, from taking
over castles. His energetic successor, Bolko Il
assisted by the towns, set about regaining his du-
cal rights in 1347°. The author of this opinion did
not bother about chronology. As all the misfor-
tunes happened during the reign of Bernard, why
should Bolko, who ascended the throne as early
as 1326, take such steps only afier so many years?
Furthermore, if the events were only the last stage

* A. Z e m p Liim, Fimstenstein iin dier 1vgegeggenbsit
und Gegemventy, 2. Aufl., Breslau 1843, pp. [2-13.

+G. A. S ten z e I, Gesetlithige Selblksiepss, Th. [, Bre-
slau 1853, p. 273,

SP.K erb e r, Gescliighiee des Seiossess und. dev- Fre-
ien Sramcésheerscldit/i Firsiensteinn in Seasiesn, Breslau
1885, p. 3.
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in the duke’s long and heroic struggle against his
opponents, why was the situation never chroni-
cled or mentioned in any other source except the
note about the introduction of the special tax?
And finally, why did the bad burgraves live at
castles situated in only one, quite small area? Such
questions were never asked in the works blaming
the bad burgraves for conducting constant wars
against the towns and for spreading chaos in the
country. Kerber attempted to give the reason why
Radosno Castle, which belonged to Bohemia at
that time, appeared on this list of castles. He says
in one place that Bolko decided to stop the muti-
nous behaviour, which had been spreading in the
lands controlled by his own and the Czech bur-
graves living near the border. In 1355, he seized
all the castles whose owners rebelled against his
territorial sovereignty and “expelled the incendi-
aries from their hiding places.” No only did he
seize his own castles, he also took Zaclér Castle
and Radosno Castle lying in Bohemia. Then he
handed the fortresses over to new lords. Bolko's
shocking expedition into the neighbouring king-
dom could be justified by the duke’s friendly re-
lations with Charles 1V, which went back to 1353,
when the issue of succession to the throne in the
duchy was settled in favour of the Czech monar-
chy. In addition, the expedition was to restore
order and was earned out in the name of the
Crown. Thus the monarchy was supposed to be
grateful for Bolko’s help and assistance’. The
above solution seems to be very important for at
least two reasons. Eirstly, it allows a researcher to
examine the events of 1355 without taking into
consideration their future political situation (they
were to become part of Bolko’s domain). There-
fore, this assumption seems to contrast with the
hypothesis suggesting that these events were con-
nected with delineating the frontier about 1359.
In addition, the armed interventiom in Bohemia
cannot have been a result of Bolko’s attempt to
enforce his ducal rights on his own territory. A
careful reader must have come to the conclusion
that the duke’s campaign and the armed conflict
spreading on both sides of the border had a more
universal explanation. The historians who could
not think of a possible explanation used to say

" Ibidem, pp. 145-146.

that a number of castles had to be seized in order
to suppress the rebellious knights who owned
them.

Thus it is hardly surprising that it was the
most ancient view that had survived after a long
discussion: the castles were attacked because they
were the seats of bands of robbers plundering the
area. Although no source information had been
found to support this hypothesis, it did not raise
any doubts regarding the ownership of the castles
in question (because it was irrelevant) and the
settlement of the frontier (because it was not im-
portant in the case of a successful armed inter-
vention). Consequently, the “raubritter” thesis in
its most basic form, which seemed very attractive
to the readers of popular publications, became
the dominant one in the nineteenth-century liter-
ature while the remaining hypotheses were ne-
glected and forgotten. Ludwig Haufler and Malgo-
rzat Chorowska ventured to verify the opinions
expressed by their predecessors. According to
Haufler, the crisis of the Piasts’ territorial domain
started only after Bolko 1's death. The situation
was caused by the widening territorial dispersion,
the inability of the duke’s fiscal system to catch
up with the process of transforming the natural
economy into the money-based economy and to
adjust to the new conditions, which in turn result-
ed in the dukes pledging their territories, and fi-
nally in wars breaking out between them. Duke
Bernard was too weak to cope with the situation.
In addition, there came years of hunger and the
duchy was badly plundered during the Polish-
Czech war of 1345. Only a personality, such as
Bolko 11, could improve the situation. However,
the duke was unable to put down the disorder on
his own because there were rioters among his
liegemen and officials responsible for maintain-
ing peace. The vassals’ refusal to cooperate with
the duke brought about a situation where in 1347,
Bolko ordered that a special tax be collected in
towns. The money was to be used to buy arms
and armour. Finally, the duke built up close coop-
eration with Charles 1V and pacified the rebels
together with the Czech monarch, who was un-
doubtedly interested in maintaining public safety.
This is why in 11358; he introduced land peace in
Silesia, binding on both the liege dukes and Bolko
11. Among the numerous laws found in the act
there was a popular obligation to fight robbers,
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thieves, incendiaries and murderers-incendiaries
and destroy their fortresses. When the local duke
seized such a fortress, its value and the value of
the whole domain was to be estimated by the land
peace judge and assessors. The money was to be
paid to the court and subsequently used to satisfy
the clalms of the victims. If the sum of money
was not paid, the fortress had to be pulled down.
Even if the duke was allowed to keep the foriress,
he had to swear that he would never give the
eastle of the domain away to a criminal belong-
ing te any of the above-listed categeries nor to
their heirs. The fact that Bolke joined the “land
peaee allianee” was probably eaused By his own
experiences. The duke realized that his ewn fere-
83 were net sireng eneugh and that he had e
coeperate with his peighbeurs®:

In Chorowska’s opinion, the fact that Bolko
took a number of private castles by force might
have been an attempt at the restitution of the cas-
tle law (“regale™). The interesting thing is that
the above-mentioned researcher quoted several
examples of receiving castles as fiefs in the first
half of the fourteenth centuty. Thus Chorowska
referred to the thesis about the duality of the situ-
ation existing in the second half of the thirteenth
century, when the castle regale was still in force
but the first cases of breaking the law could be
observed. She did net, however, dare to openly
transplant the hypothesis into the reality of the mid-
fourteenth eentury. Consequently, she Mentioned a
few examples being evidenee of the ebservanee of
the regale in Silesia in the fourieenth and the AF:
teenth eenturies and at the same time argued that
the “regale” did net operate any longer’.

Having at one’s disposal so many plausible
interpretations, one should look for more source
information corresponding to the material dis-
cussed above. Let us begin by examining in chron-
ological order the written sources mentioning
Ksigz Castle. The first mention about this castle
written after 1355 suggests that appointing a but-
grave at the castle was a direct consequence of

® L. H 4 u f lleery,Die Gasohichte dier Gi@rutithershiagit
WaldentburgzNéahaaars unter besendéeeer BBerikkiichiigung
der Industniatinddemeirnie/e Dittevstiachy;, Th. 1L, Breslau 19382,
pp. 71-76.
~ "M. Chorowskiaa, Rezydeneji Sredwiowiaame: na
Stasthur. Zewmidii, paane;, wiete mieszkalbe;, Wroctaw 2003, p. 31.
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Duke Bolko’s activities. Bernard von Zedlitz,
Burgrave of Ksiaz, arrived at the castle on 18"
October 1356. The fact that the fortress was then
first referred to as Fuvstinsteypn may be quite sig-
nificant. It was not a spelling mistake as the name
Furstenberg, which had been in use from the time
of the duke”s grandfather, the year 1293 onwards,
was still to be found in the same document among
Bolko"s prefixes. Bernard remained a burgrave
throughout the 1360s and this office played such
an important part in his life that he was still re-
ferred to as vom Furstinsteypn genanit many years
later. Howewer, the castle itself did not become
the burgrave's property and it belonged to Bolko's
widow after the duke’s death, although she never
visited the place. Before 1386, Agnes handed the
castle over to Elisabeth of Prochowice (von Parch-
witz), a mysterious lady, whose social and legal
status surpassed the position of the other women
in the duchy.

The villain of the events of 11355 mentioned
in the annals was Kekello de CGrwnawi(Gyrnen.
When the duke took Ksigz, he must have put him
out of office. Both the name and the surname of
this knight were written down in a number of
ways. He was frequently (71 times) mentioned in
the duke’s documents as a witness and a person
holding an important position, so he must have
been one of the most important personages in
ducal circles. Suiprisingly, after 24" January 1354,
his name disappeared from his sovereign’s docu-
ments. He did not die, but was never mentioned
in any written source for six years. Therefore, the
fact that his name reappeared in a document of
1360, where Kekelo put his signature as a second
witness to a certificate issued by the duke, may
mean that he was in the grace of the ruler again
or, at least, that the latter had forgiven him his
mean deeds. Information about Kekelo’s relations
with the duke is also found in the document of
1375 issued by duke’s widow and containing a
list of Agnieszka"s properties pledged to a group
of knights connected with her court. On the list
are all Kekelo’s properties, except Ksigz Castle
and the town of Swiebodzice. Having examined
all the above-mentioned sources, one must come
to the conclusion that Kekelo was "removed” from
Ksiaz in the period of his banishment from the
court in the years 1354-1360, which was followed
by the permanent confiscation of his property.
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A document dated 4™ April 1364, an agree-
ment signed between the Emperor Charles 1V
and Otto, Margrave of Brandenburg, contains an
interesting description of the duchy of Swidnica
and Jawor. The area of the duchy was defined
there by means of a list of properties, which fell
into three categories: towns with castles, towns
without castles and castles. In addition, the termi-
nology used in the document differentiates be-
tween the town castle, the residence-house ((bws)
and the castle- “fortress™ (feste). Thus the Swid-
nica-Jawor domain was composed of the follow-
ing towns and castles: Swidnica, Jawor, Dzierzo-
niow, Niemcza, Strzegom and Bolkéw; towns:
Sobotka and Kamienna Goéra; and “fortresses™:
Kliczkow, Gryf, Chojnik, Sokolec, Konradow,
Czarny Bor, Rogowiec, Grodno and Wallbrzych.,
The above list does not fully correspond to other
analogous registers. It does not contain Ksigz in
the first place. It does, however, constitute the
only evidence, which is chronologically close to
the year 11355, which interests us here, of the fact
that Konradéw and Czarny Bér were ducal cas-
tles marking the basic points of Bolko's domain
inherited by the heir to the Czech Crown.

The village of Grzedy (Konradswaldaw), ly-
ing on the eastern borderland of Kamienna Géra
district, is among a number of places whose names
were written down as Konradswalde. The castle
at Grzedy was called Konradéw, but in the Ger-
man tourist literature it was sometimes referred
to as Vogelgesang Castle. Its name had been de-
rived from the nearby hamlet called Ptasi Spiew
(present-day Wojaczéw). On 9" September 1364,
Duke Bolko gave the fortress of Konradéw to-
gether with the grange laying “outside the for-
tress” and the villages of Grzedy and Libenau to
brothers Hans, Ulrich, Heinrich, Eriderich and
Albrecht von Hakeborn as a reward for their faith-
ful service. The duke explained that he had pur-
chased the fortress legally and he had owned it
for a year and one day, which was the time re-
quired by the law. Consequenttly, Bolko must have
bought the castle before 8" September 1363, be-
cause the duke needed a year and one day to
make his possession of the castle legal. Although
such a period was typical of the medieval legal
system, it is not usually mentioned in Silesian
documents. This might suggest that there were
some unclear circumstances, which brought about

a situation where the duke was made to prove his
rights to the castle. In addition, we learn that in
April 1364, when the castle was mentioned on
the list of the duke’s fortresses, it was indeed in
his possession. On the same day, Agnes, the duke’s
wife, exactly repeated the contents of Bolko’s
document and two days later by Vaclav, the three-
years-old son of Charles 1V, the future heir to the
duchy of Swidnica and Jawor, who thus confirmed
the duke’s decision regarding the castle. From
the formal point of view, both Agnes and Vaclav
were heirs to the duchy and should confirm such
important decisions as giving castles as heredi-
tary fiefs. Sueh practices were, however, uncom-
fhen. Undeubtedly, the duke’s rights to the castle
were guestions by the knights. The new ewners
efthe eastle were interested in securing their rights
te the fortress se as t6 be able to reject any claims
of Belke’s sueeessers, whieh might fellew the
death of the duke and his wife.

We have already discussed the sentence from
the document of 1364 containing the names of
the ducal fortresses of Conradhsveddde and Swarc-
zewalflée. The other mentions of the castle at
Czarny Bor are chronologically more remote from
the year 1355. They date back to 1371 and con-
firm the fact that the fortress was in the posses-
slon of Wiitehe Behem - Witko Czech, who was
active at the eourts of the dukes of Ziebica and
Swidnica from 1329 onwards. He may have be-
eome the ewner of the castle between 1329 and
11371 as a eenseguence of his serviee to the
Fiirstenberg heuse. Knewing the stery of Kekele
from Ksiaz, ene may assume that in the ease 6f
the ether knights Belke was fereed ie net enly
“remeve” them but lay siege t6 their eastles as
well. We eauld assume that they lest the eastles
they ewned or usurped, fell from graee and were
remeved from the duke's esurt: Hawever, 18 &v-
idenee supperting this Rypethesis ean Be faund if
fhe seuree matertal: Witke €zech spent the year
{353 1A ZIEBIE_% duchy and the reyal e@me} of
#3Bkowice. HIS Rame was fast reeerded A 3
SOHFER 81 3~ NBvemBer 1353 I8 reappear saly A
£360; WHER WItkS E266h Was 2 WIHAGSS MeR:
1/8ned 8A 3 dacHment issued B@hs duke of Zig:
BIGE: The a6t that Kekels and Wtks returned i8
EHBHS 1€ 31 the same Hme May Rave Been &ither
3 &9lneidense SF gvidence of an &mﬂsﬁlﬁ_wﬁffiﬂ
93K BIace 1R 360 4t the fatest, Hnder Which the
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participants of the events of 1355 were given back
their rights. However, the amnesty hypothesis does
not explain why Kekelo lost Ksiaz and his prop-
erty and the Czech family were allowed to keep
Czarny Bor and why Czarny Bor was listed as a
ducal fortress in 1364.

The story of Cisy Castle seems to be the
most mysterious among the fortresses discussed
in the present paper. The name appeared in the
itineraries ofthe rulers of Swidnica district and in
the names of the knights “of Cisy”. The castle is
not, however, mentioned in any fourteenth-cen-
tury certificate defining its formal status or con-
finning a change of the owner. A knight Rypert/
Rupert von Cisktbeng is listed among the witness-
es to Bolko’s documents in 11341 and 1343. He
has often been identified as Rypert (or more fre-
quently Ruprecht) Unvogel, a court judge of Swid-
nica, coming from the Bolz family, who were
very active in the years 1310-1330. The interest-
ing thing is that eleven years had passed before
Unvogel was again mentioned in documents as
Ciskifeng. On 15" May 11357, after fourteen-year
silence, Nicolass de Cyskibeng was first mentioned
in written sources. This future advisor of Bolko
and Agnes, the steward at the duchess’ court, the
owner of numerous properties, and a witness who
always mentioned on the duke's documents and
was also a member of the influential Bolz family.
It is unclear why he called himself Nicolas of
Cisy. He may have been the burgrave of Cisy
though the burgrave of Cisy was never mentioned
in any written source. He could have received the
castle as a life or hereditary fief or inherited it
from his ancestors. Finally, he may have been
named after his father. With the passage of time
his limited rights to the castle probably changed
into full ownership. However, as far as Nicolas
father is concerned, one cannot be sure whether
Reyprecht Bolcze mentioned as Nicolas father as
late as 1408 in a not quite reliable document could
be identified as Rypert Unvogel and Rypert of
Zeiskberg at the same time. Nicolas name ap-
peared until 1401 during the Nicolas years Cisy
was used by the knight and his sons as part of
their family name identifying them as the lords of
Cisy. The name was also used to denote the place
where ducal documents were issued as Cisy turned
out to be the favourite resting stage or even the
destination of Duchess Agnes numerous journeys.
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The widow’s close personal relations with the host
at the castle could be an explanation of this fact.

The simplest and therefore the most plausi-
ble version of the castle’s history, where the for-
tress’ owners were Rypert and his son Nicolas,
can only be questioned for one reason: the events
of 1355. Why should the owner of a besieged,
rebellious castle appear before the duke whe had
humiliated him only twe or three years age?
Should he start a brilliant career at his eouri?
Other explanations seern egually satisfaetory. Fef
example, the duke eould have made Nieslas the
head of the newly seized eastle er he could have
given the fertress t6 Rim as a fief. Nieslas wanied
te stress this faet for seme reasen and this is why
he teslk the name ef Nieelas ven Zeiskberg. The
Rame ef the persen from whem the eagtle was
taken away remaing unknewn. Nieslag eauld Rave
alse been ealled after Ris father and Eisy Eastle
had Been the seat of the family for & 18Ag tifme.
Hewever, Nieslas did net participate in the events
gf 1355 and eeneentrated BA RIS eareer at couH:
Taking advantage of e fact that Re was in the
grace of the duchess, he eventually managed 18
feeaver fhe castle, which had onee belanged {8
RIS relatives. Finally, the fact that Nicglas had the
S3Me Rame 43 RIS father, Nicalas “gf iSféféBSFQ”:
fRay A8t have Been 4 result 8FAIE BEING thE SWRE
8Fthe castle and It was Just 4 Rappy COiRcidense
that R fater 108k pBsSeRign SFYHE FoHTess: YR
forunately, the RHUMBSE 8F plausiBle WEE?IHSEE
We CaR ORStrUct I evidance 8FSUF 1agk SkEngwl:
&dge In i3 fespect:

Let us now discuss the fortress of Radosno,
situated in the Suche Mountains on the Czech
side of the frontier, which was then delineated by
the divide. It is mentioned in written sources as
the centre ofthe domain owned by a knight Mar-
tin von Swenkinfeld, who owed much money to
many knights. According to the records, in the
years 1350-1351, he was [.36.800 Prague grossi
in debt. The list of villages mortgaged Is an inter-
esting picture of a compact settlement complex
composed of twelve villages and the leeal eent-
ers: the exchange centre in the town ef Mief-
0szow and the lecal autherity eentre at Radosne
Castle. The latter commplex, due te its* gesgraphi-
cal position, being a eonstituent part of the Ra-
doesne Castle fief, could be legically considered
part of Kledzke distriet. Until 11355 it was under
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the jurisdiction of the local Czech court institu-
tions as evidenced by written sourees: In 13586, in
Prague a Hersew de Rozallowiczz documented the
fact that he had done "liege homage” to the Em-
peror Charles 1V, who was the king of Bohemia,
and had obtained Ereudemburg Castle together
with the town of Mieroszéw and the villages be-
longing to the domain in return. He purchased
the property from the monarch for 1.38.000 Prague
grossi and received it as a hereditary fief. He also
confirmed the monareh’s right to re-buy the prop-
erty within two years from 16" October onwards.
If the king was absent or there was ne king, the
property eould be returned to the Crown on a
given day through, among others, Bolko, Duke
of Swidniea. Thus Belke eouid legally purehase
the eastle from the €zech monareh’s liegeman on
behalf of the king only between 16" October 1356
and 16™ Oectober 1358. For the time being, the
king removed the liegemen, Swenkinfeld's sons,
whe were unabie to pay off their debts, from Ra-
dosne and sent a knight whe paid the mertgage
off. Of eourse the faet that the sum of meney paid
for the eastle was roughly the same as the sum of
meney ewed by the debters dees net seem to
have been a eoingidence:

If the siege of the eastle mentioned in the
annals did take place and the eastle was really
taken in 1355, Radesne was returned to the king.
Altheugh it was the duke whe remeved the
Swenkinfelds, the fortress beearne a fiefand Bolko
was enly given the ehanee to purehase it one day
in the future for a limited period of time. One
ean, however, wonder whether such a seenario
eorresponded to the annalists’ intentions. It should
only be noted that one of the mentions says that the
duke not only obsedi but also obtiruit Radesno
Castle. There seem to be three plausible explana-
tions. Eirstly, we have at our disposal a simultane-
ous note made in 1355 and this is why it does not
eontain any infermation about the following se-
guence of events, which occurred in 1366. Sec-
ondly, the information was written at the time when
Radosno was already the property of the duke of
Swidnica or his successors and the events from the
past and the present are mixed. Thirdly, the inci-
dent described in the fourth sentence of the note
found in the annal was by mistake linked to the
date referring to the situations described in the
preceding sentences.

Undoubtedly, the annals and the above-cit-
ed document of 1356 are in disagreement. The
simplest solution to this problem is as follows:
the siege took place between 1356 and 1358 and
it was a result of the fact that the duke had diffi-
culty enforcing the law and purchasing the castle,
Unfortunately, this explanation seems unconvinc-
ing. The castle was not seized at least until 30"
January 1357, because it was then that a man
called Jan, known to us as Heiso de Roezfialow-
iez, was appointed parish-priest at Mieroszow.
The interesting thing is that another man was noms-
inated to the same parish adiseeseincionsiem dis-
ereti Czandnirii pungraniyj Trvmliensiss on 219
November 1362. Therefore the fief must have
been re-bought between 30 january 1857 and
21% Novermber 11862. However, the eastle did net
remain in Belke's pessession, but it was returied
te Charles IV. The menareh did Aot give it as a
fief te a knight, but left the management of it {8
his Burgrave of TrutAev. The reasen for Charles
1V's deeision remains Unknewn theugh it might
have been a direet result of the negstiatiens fe:
garding the future of Radesne, which were under
way at that time. Jt ean enly Be established {8
when these negetiatiens ended:

On 11" @uttcizar | 3869, i bes I prooniseet]
that the inhabitants of Swidnica and Jawor Duchy
would not be deprived of their freedom, The ¢hart
was addressed to the duchess and to 27 seven
officials and magnates, whose names are listed in
the document (20 of them were mentioned as bur=
graves of 19 castles). Number 12 on the list is
Przectaw of Pogorzele, burgramezdy IVeeltlonbers.
He was given Radosno Castle as a life fief half a
year earlier, 6n 13" May. Duchess Agnes present:
ed him with the foriress to express her gratitude
for his serviee t6 her dead husband. It seems that
the duehess had been in the pessessien 6f the
castle before 13" May, but the name of the persen
whe had managed the eastle is unknewn. The
fellewing faet suggests that Agnes and her Rus-
band Rad Been the swners of the eastle befere
that day. ©n Gm Mareh 1363, & prigst’'s ROmIng:
18R 18 4 Benefice at the ehureh 1A URistaw, Belong:
1ng 18 the domatn connected with Radesne, was
confirmed: Belks, Buke of Swidnica, on behalf of
tHe eMpersr, presented the priest: Theretsre the
dHke oF Swidnica was the royal patren of the
chureh 1A Unistaw. TAS prvilege was prokably
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part of the ownership of the whole domain, re-
ceived between 21 November 1362 and 6™ March
1363. The duke himself supervised the owner-
ship. When his widow inherited the duchy, the
situation changed within a year. Agnes was forced
to give the castle to Przectaw of Pogorzele, who
was the patron of the churches under his “author-
ity” from then onward.

Schatzlar Castle was erected on a hillock
near the village of Bornflos (both the castle and
the village are now called Zaclér). Alentass, that
is, Albrecht of Crenewiiz(epowiozz, was proba-
bly forced to give away the castle to the duke in
1355 because he was deeply in debt. The castle
and its villages were mortgaged and Albrecht's
debts amounted to 40.860 grossi. According to a
document issued on 9" August 1356, Albrecht
was obligated to inform the emperor or his suc-
cessors on the Czech throne that Bolko, Duke of
Swidnica and Jawor, had paid him back 42.000
Prague grossi, which the duke owed to Charles
1V (Albrecht and his heirs had received the let-
ters of debt from the monarch). Thus the transac-
tion was concluded in two stages. The sides in-
velved were the emperor, the duke and the knight
fentioned above. One can only wonder why the
efmperor decided to glve away a large sum of
42.000 Prague grossi, whieh the duke had owed
hir, te the knight. This sum of meney was equal
tg the mertgage taken out by the ewner of Zacléf
Castle and esuld be used to pay off the knight's
srediters. One ean then venture a Rypethesis that
the king, made Albrecht give away the eastle if
greer te present it t8 Duke Belke. The Buyer paid
the compensation, whieh was equal 8 the knight's
deBt, and eventually the meney eame from the
king’s treasuey. If all went aeesrding e plan and
the Zaelet ease followed the above-mentioned
S66RANS, At Bolkd SwyInireasiss eblinkil Cas-
I Seeezies- and the whele svent happened in
11356 and not in 1355, as chronicled in the annal.
Further examples suggest that the patrons of the
church at Bornflos were the owners or burgraves
of Zaclét Castle. Knight Nicolas von Seiferdau
presented two new vicars in 1360 and 11361. He
was a member of the family of Zebrzyddw, very
active in Swidnica duchy. The knight appeared as
an important withess to many documents issued
by Belke 11 in the second half of the 1.350s. There-
fore it ean be assufied that the knight arrived at
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Zaclét Castle and in Bornflos at the beginning of
1360 at the latest sent by the same duke.

A collation of the facts discussed above and
a reconstruction of events presented at the begin-
ning of this paper lead to the conclusion that the
output of historiography should be treated seri-
ously, but, on the other hand, that it is impossible
for the researcher to match all the circumstances
and incidents to a single hypothesis regarding the
issues in question as is the case with receiving
the two Czech castles.

The succession agreement signed in Swid-
nica on 39 July 1353, which made Queen Ann,
the niece of Bolko II and the wife of Charles 1V,
and her children the heiresses and heirs to Bolko's
property, was witnesses by Kekelo of Czirmen
and some other knights from ducal circles. This
is why the fact that Kekelo, the owner of Ksigz,
opposed the duke can’t have been a result of his
rebellion against Bolko's agreement with the king
of Bohemia. What is more, the possible conse-
quences of this agreement did not affect Kekelo's
and the other knights’ interests (it should be not-
ed that they did not accompany the duke for pure-
ly ceremonial purposes). The court in Swidnica
must have been familiar with Charles 1V’s pallicy
consisting in strengthening the monarch’s author-
ity by taking advantage of the towns' ambitions,
However, close cooperation with Prague did not
mean an unavoidable revolution in the duchy's
internal affairs. If such a situation did take place,
it must have been an indirect and far-reaching
consequence of this agreement. After a long peri-
od of struggle against all sorts of political, eco-
nomic and military threats, the duchy reached a
stage of long-awaited stabilization. The old ene-
my, Charles 1V had turned into an eager protec-
tor, which was a relief to Bolko. He did not have
to be afraid that foreign foes would take advan-
tage of the duchy’s internal problems. Under the
circumstances, it was no longer a matter of life
and death for the duke to drum up support for his
actions and earn the loyalty of all knights at all
costs. Therefore if any knights from ducal circles
acted against the duke’s interests, Bolko was now
in a position to take the necessary steps and smash
the opposition. Such a scenario would explain
why the conflict gradually escalated from around
the winter of 1353-1354 onward. It was then
that some knights (for instance, Kuneman von
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Seidlitz of Kliczkéw, who paid homage to Queen satisfactory. It remains unclear what the con-
Ann on 21% December) capitulated and accepted crete cause of the conflict was and why it cli-
the new conditions offered by the duke while oth- maxed in his seizure of several castles lying in
ers, like Kekelo of Czirmem from Ksigz, retreated the same area.

to their castles and opposed the duke well until

1355. Howevet, this hypothesis is not entirely Translateet! by Zuranme Poklemsiea-Paira
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